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BEFORE THE BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGIST EXAMINERS
FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

in the State of Arizona

In the Matter of the )
Informal Interview of )
) Complaint No. 98-05
DON T. MUILENBERG;, Ph.D., )
) FINDINGS OF FACT,
Holder of License No. 1205 ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
for the Practice of Psychology ) AND DECREE OF CENSURE
)
)

Certified Mail # P 068 390 693

TO: Don T. Muilenberg, Ph.D.

6619 N. Scottsdale Road

Scottsdale, Arizona 85250

On August 7, 1998, DANIEL MUILENBERG, Ph.D. (“Licensee”) appeared before the
Arizona Board of Psychologist Examiners (“Board”) for an Informal Interview to determine whether
grounds existed for the imposition of discipline. The proceedings in this matter are governed by
AR.S. §§ 32-2081 and 32-2082.

Having heard the testimony of the Licensee and having read and considered the documents
and correspondence contained in the complaint file, and having deliberated fully, the Board makes
the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Licensee is the holder of license 1205 for the practice of psychology in the State of
Arizona.

28 The Board has the authority to hold informal interviews pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-
2081(F). After an informal interview, the Board may take action pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2081(F),
(G) and (H), including issuing a decree of censure. A.R.S. § 32-2081(F)(3).

3. Licensee received sufficient and timely notice of the Informal Interview.

4. In 1995, Mr. S. contacted Licensee and indicated that he and his wife wanted to see

Licensee for marital counseling. Mr. and Mrs. S. knew Licensee because they all attended the same
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church, where Mrs. S. and Licensee were active participants in church activities.

5. After Mr. S. contacted Licensee about marital counseling, the church’s director of
education spoke to Licensee about Mr. and Mrs. S. Mrs. S. was a teacher in the educational program.
According to Licensee, the director expressed “genuine concern” about the couple’s well-being.
Licensee told the director not to worry, that Mr. S. had approached him about marital counseling for
the couple, and Licensee would be seeing them for counseling.

6. Mrs. S. saw Licensee twice. Because she wished the marital counseling to remain a
private matter, she did not inform persons at the church that the couple was seeing Licensee. She did
not consent to Licensee’s disclosure to the director.

7 At the Informal Interview, Licensee insisted that his disclosure to the director was
appropriate because the director had expressed concern about the couple.

8. After Mrs. S. complained to the Board about Licensee’s disclosure, Licensee wrote
a letter to Mrs. S. dated April 3, 1998. In the letter, Licensee stated that “there are probably few
professionals who work as hard as I do to help heal unhappy marriages and troubled families.” He
also stated that “[y]our unfounded and false complaint against me will have nothing to do with my
practice of psychology, now or in the future.” He indicated that the complaint “strikes me as curious,
and certainly suggests that you harbor anger and resentment regarding your circumstances which need
to be properly placed and appropriately addressed.”

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Board of Psychologist Examiners of the State of Arizona possesses jurisdiction
over the subject matter hereof and over DON T. MUILENBERG, Ph.D.

2. The conduct and circumstances described above constitute unprofessional conduct
pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2061(13)(b)(betraying professional confidences.)

;. The conduct and circumstances described above constitute unprofessional conduct
pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2061(13)(o)(engaging in activities as a psychologist that are unprofessional

by current standards of practice.)







